simply Synkellos, the word is not a name but an office. Between the fifth and the ninth centuries the office of synkellos (σύγκελλος) had developed within the Christian communities of the Eastern Mediterranean from a senior monk's attaché (the word literally means "cell mate") into an imperially appointed liaison to a patriarchal bishop. We know that the monk George Synkellos was synkellos to Tarasios, the patriarch of Constantinople from 784 to 806.3 Nevertheless, attempts to further pin down Synkellos' career have resulted in little more than a series of educated guesses. In fact we only have a vague idea of the duties of late-eighth or early-ninth-century synkelloi in general.
To illustrate the point: on the basis of his office we might consider George Synkellos a part of the civil bureaucracy. As the synkellos of Tarasios, George would have attained his position through appointment by either Irene (regent 780-795; empress 797-802) or her son Constantine vi (r. 780-797). Midninth-century sources on palace ceremonial rank the synkellos as one of the highest officials in the entire imperial hierarchy.4 As a semi-regular at the imperial table with intimate access to his rulers, George must have been one of the most known figures in the palace. But George's office could just as well identify him as an integral part of the ecclesiastical hierarchy. According to the same ninth-century sources the synkellos only attended the imperial feasts for the twelve days of Christmas as a member of the patriarch's entourage.5 George [Leipzig, 1984] ). 3 The surest piece of information about George is found in a preface repeated in several surviving manuscripts: he was a monk and was synkellos under Patriarch Tarasios. Ὁ μὲν μακαριώτατος ἀββᾶς Γεώργιος, ὁ καὶ σύγκελλος γεγονὼς Ταρασίου, τοῦ ἁγιωτάτου πατριάρχου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως (Theophanes' Preface in Carl de Boor, Theophanis Chronographia (Leipzig, 1883), pp. 3.8-3.9); Ἐκλογὴ χρονογραφίας συνταγεῖσα ὑπὸ Γεωργίου μονάχου συγκέλλου γεγονότος Ταρασίου πατριάρχου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως (Preface to the Chronography at Mosshammer, Ecloga, pp. 1.1-1.6); Γεωργίου τοῦ ευλαβέστατου μονάχου καὶ συγκέλλου γεγονότος Ταρασίου τοῦ ἁγιωτάτου ἀρχιεπισκόπου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως σύνταξις ἤτοι χρονογραφία (The second Preface at Ecloga, pp. 360.1-360.4). 4 Philotheos, "Kletorologion," in N. Oikonomides, Les Listes de préséance byzantines des IXe et Xe siècles (Paris, 1972) . See p. 163.10 and Footnote 129 for clarification. 5 Philotheos, "Kletorologion," p. 185.21. Aristeides Papadakis, "Synkellos," odb. Constantine vii's tenth-century Book of Ceremonies documents the ritual appointment of these officials (ii.5) and their very high rank (ii.52). See J. Reiske, De Ceremoniis Aulae Byzantinae (Bonn, Synkellos would have been important, but exactly when, and within which spheres of influence, we cannot say. Even identifying Synkellos with major contemporary events is nearly impossible. If George Synkellos was in Constantinople towards the beginning of patriarch Tarasios' reign, he would have been present for an extremely significant council of the Christian churches in 787 (later canonized as the Seventh Ecumenical Council). Could George have been the synkellos at this time even though there is no "synkellos of Constantinople" mentioned in the council's acts?6 Alternatively, was George included among the patriarchal clergy as the "deacon George" who read out an excerpt from a homily?7 Even if one accepts that George was present for the event in one of these roles, was he returning to Constantinople for the summit or making his very first visit to the empire's capital? This, and every other proposal, remains a speculation.
We are left to elucidate the historical George Synkellos from what we can find in the Chronography, his one surviving work. Here, mercifully, we do find a reliable bit of biography to stand on. With a splendid piece of inductive reasoning, Richard Laqueur proposed that George Synkellos began writing his 1829), pp. 530.6-532.4, 713; 727. From the fifth through the ninth centuries the office's occupants were usually monks and deacons; they acquired enough influence to occasionally attain the patriarchal throne themselves. Due to our lack of specific knowledge we do not know what George's promotion signified or entailed. An audit of the Jerusalem patriarchate chronography in ad 808 and stopped merely two years later in ad 810.8 In this short time Synkellos managed to accomplish a great deal: he covered nearly six thousand years of the past: from the Creation of the world on Day 1 in the first "Year of the World" (conventionally written "am 1" for the Latin anno mundi),9 up to the reign of the Roman Emperor Diocletian in ad 284 (by Synkellos' reckoning am 5777, or 5,777 years from the Creation). There is good evidence that Synkellos bequeathed the completed portion of his proposed master work, along with drafts, notations, or excerpts of what still remained to be written, to the abbot Theophanes the Confessor.10 Theophanes stated that Synkellos did so because he was physically incapable of fulfilling the original plan; he was dying.
Theophanes disseminated a continuation of the Chronography under his own name as the Chronicle (believed to have been completed by ad 814).11 The Chronicle of Theophanes completed Synkellos' project, recording the period from the reigns of Diocletian and Constantine the Great (ad 284 or am 5777) up to his present day (ad 814 or am 6305). It is worth comparing, for a moment, the reception of these two halves of what was intended as a single work. Theophanes' Chronicle has received a great deal of scholarly attention as arguably the single most important surviving source for the early medieval past; without it we would not possess any continuous contemporary account of East Mediterranean events from the mid-seventh century to the late eighth.12 The Chronicle's perceived importance is also due to the fact that it was composed of excerpts from an array of unattributed sources, many of which would 8 Richard Laqueur, "Synkellos," Paulys Real-Encyclopädie (Stuttgart, 1932), col. 1398. Synkellos quite possibly retained his position through the death of Tarasios until he began writing his Chronography in ad 808. In 810 Synkellos appears to have updated some but not all of all the references to "the current year" in his work. See at 3/M 2 (dating the present as both ad 808 and ad 810), at 8/M 6 (dating the present as ad 808), and at 301/M 244 (dating the present as ad 810). 9
Though scholarly convention demands the Latin "am," Synkellos calculated by Kόσμου ἔτῃ ("in the year of the universe"). otherwise be unknown. Scholars have spent decades on retracing the author's steps in compiling the work. The attention currently being devoted to whether one of these sources is the lost Chronicle of Theophilos of Edessa gives an idea of the importance of this task to the common historical record.13 The Chronicle of Theophanes remains a bottomless well for scholarly curiosity.14 The importance of Theophanes' Chronicle for the early medieval history of the Eastern Mediterranean stands in stark contrast to the relative neglect of Synkellos' Chronography among historians. While Synkellos' Chronography also contains excerpts from many texts that would otherwise be lost, these texts are primarily of interest to classicists and students of chronography.15 With the exception of an article by Ihor Ševčenko, the Chronography has never been studied for its relevance to the ninth century milieu in which it was composed.16 There are now two compelling reasons to rectify this imbalance. First, according to recent reassessments of the manuscript evidence, the Chronography and its continuation, the Chronicle, were originally placed backto-back in the same codices: they circulated together and so would have been read together, apparently just as Synkellos had intended.17 If medievals did not read Theophanes' Chronicle apart from Synkellos' Chronography, neither should medievalists. Second, despite how little we know about his life and career, there is enough circumstantial evidence to insist that Synkellos' Chronography cannot be set aside as the faint ivory-tower whispers of an obscure antiquarian. According to the account of ad 808 in the Chronicle of Theophanes-the same year that Laqueur deduced Synkellos had begun the Chronography-the synkellos of the Patriarch of Constantinople was accused of conspiracy against the emperor and was punished with "lashes, banishment, and confiscation."18 It remains most likely that this was a subtle reference to none other than Theophanes' "close friend," our own George Synkellos.19 This supposition, combined with what we do know of the office of synkellos in the ninth century, strongly suggests Synkellos was very active politically and that his work was composed in the aftermath of a high-stakes political gamble. If, upon his exile, Synkellos immediately turned to writing the Chronography, it would appear that he believed there was present meaning to the archaic past, that the study of time mattered a great deal.
My analysis of Synkellos' Chronography takes this premise-and this premise only-from our scanty knowledge of Synkellos' biography: Synkellos wrote because he sought to communicate something of import to his contemporaries. What was his message? With biography failing to illuminate the issue, we must turn to the text itself. In the following argument, I focus in particular on the conceptual clues and generic cues in Synkellos' programmatic statements, 
Synkellos' Chronography as an Early Medieval Universal Chronicle
Since the popularity of chronicles in general is unique to the middle ages, it is important to define the genre. Modern scholars use the designation "chronicle" to describe texts ranging from multivolume masterworks of all past time (chronographies) to a couple of pages devoted to brief historical notices in order of occurrence (annals).20 Thanks to forward-thinking studies by a number of scholars, it has become increasingly accepted that chronicles had direct political implications in the social and cultural contexts in which they were written, 20 There are of course many exceptions. Textbooks and dictionaries tell us that an inquiry into causation is considered the primary goal of history, and so we routinely distinguish "proper histories" from chronicle-type texts.23 Having been denigrated for lacking narrative history's critical inquiry into causation, chronicles are (perversely) defined not by the nature of their own inquiry, but by the nature of their structure.24 The structure of a chronicle, annal, or chronography is characterized by short narratives covering relatively brief time periods, most often one year, which give the appearance of independence from one another. This structure, prima facie, directly inhibits the pursuit of causal connections between past events. We tend to read chronicles disingenuously, as though they are trying to be histories but happen to have this annalistic structure in the way. We could excuse ourselves-in a field plagued by a dearth of source material, the The Oxford English Dictionary reflects the entrenchment of chronicles' subjugation: "Chronicles, or annals, are simpler or more rudimentary forms of history in which the events of each year, or other limited period, are recorded before passing on to those of the next year or period, the year or period being the primary division; whereas in a history, strictly so called, each movement, action, or chain of events is dealt with as a whole, and pursued to its natural termination, or to a convenient halting-point, without regard to these divisions of time." temptation to extract "facts" for a basic historical narrative is beyond endurance-but is it possible to read chronicles more responsibly? Could medieval authors yet suggest to us how they supposed their texts would be read and interpreted? There is not space to be comprehensive, but I will attempt to sketch a paradigm, and contextualize my own approach to Synkellos' ninth-century Chronography.
The chronicle that exerted the most influence in the early middle ages was the fourth-century two-volume Chronological Canons of Eusebius of Caesarea, originally written in Greek and completed ca. 325.25 By the end of the century the work's first volume, a discussion of "pre-history" before the birth of Abraham, was declining in popularity, while the second volume was widely read across the Mediterranean world. Isidore's chronica must be separated from the mass of annalistic texts we loosely call "chronicles." Isidore's chronica was a very specific group of texts we call "universal chronicles," or less often, "chronographies." In other words, it is necessary to translate Isidore's chronica as "universal chronicles," since Isidore's annales are what modern scholars usually mean by "chronicles." For Isidore, only chronica discussed the entire past from the creation of the world, and the most widely circulating example of this sort of text would have been Eusebius' Chronological Canons. In terms of scope, Isidore's definition also fits Synkellos' Chronography. If Eusebius' Canons, Isidore's Chronica, and Synkellos' Chronography are identical in terms of scope: does this similarity extend to purpose and method?
To answer this question we might note that Isidore's discussion of chronica proceeded didactically. He first explained how to order gradually increasing amounts of time: from moments and hours, days and nights, to weeks, months, solstices, equinoxes, seasons, years, Olympiads, Jubilees, and finally to eras and While "historia is of those times that we have seen,"…"annales are of those years that our age has not known " (Ibid., I.xliv.4). Isidore places historia among rhetorical works within his explication of an education in the trivium of Grammar, Rhetoric, and Dialectic, after laying out types of literature in a series of contrasting pairs (that is, prose vs. verse at I.38-I.39), Isidore has historia (I.41-I.44) oppose fable (I.40).
ages (saecula et aetates).30
Isidore then stated that a chronica was the organization of "the succession of times" (successio temporum), where "times" denoted all measured lengths, from passing instants to ages of the world. He concluded with an example: his own epitome of time's six ages, from the Creation to his present day.31 Isidore's chronographer could not assume, as did the diarist, calendrist, historian, or annalist, that the correct reckoning of time was a given. In Isidore's potentially representative view, the composition of a chronica was the conclusion of a scholar's categorization of time itself, a philosophical and scientific investigation into the nature and division of time.32 Even if the genres of historia and chronica shared the same basic materialpast events-a historia's logic was plausible narrative, while a chronica's logic was the order of events in time. Causation was not relevant to the organization, reckoning, and periodization of events in chronica; the chronographer investigated when an event occurred, not why.33 If this is a valid reading then, at least for Isidore, the more natural sister science to early medieval chronography was not history but astronomy: the measuring of time's passage by the motions of the heavens.34 In fact, this supposition can be supported with additional evidence.35 The parallels between 30 Ibid., V.xxviii-xxxviii. Ptolemy's tables did not only convey information, they depicted a method. In the excerpted image from Vat. gr. 1291 ( Fig. 1.1 ), Ptolemy's synchronization of daily calendars exemplifies both his system of organization, and its implicit hierarchization of the content. Here Ptolemy coordinated the Nones of the Roman month of May with (left to right) the calendar of the Hellenes, of the cities of Alexandria and Tyre, then the calendar of the Arabs, and those of Sidon, Gaza, Askalon, Heliopolis, Lycia, Cappadocia, Bythinia, Seleucia, Asian Pamphylia, Cyprus, and Crete. The Roman calendar (far left) was the constant to which the others were normalized. The order communicated the message: Rome had long since conquered the Hellenistic kingdoms and so Ptolemy's These king lists were occasionally transmitted independently as a "Royal Canon" (Κανὼν Βασιλέων).41 The lists were relevant to Ptolemy's astronomy because astronomical cycles and specific events, such as the appearance of a comet, were always dated by the reign of a local king who, when synchronized with his contemporary kings, served to cross-reference and confirm the observations. These harmonized observations in turn rendered the synchronized king lists, as a collective whole, the authority of a universal political-historical time. The "Royal Canon" is the textual go-between that instantiates the conceptual link between the sciences of astronomy and chronography: the political narrative embedded in both means of ordering time. 42 Eusebios' Canons presented synchronized regnal successions with a political message even more explicit than that identified in Ptolemy's table (Fig. 1.1 
2). In Eusebius'
Canons, plotting time meant synchronizing the rulers of particular kingdoms with each other. In Fig. 1 .2, featuring the life of Moses, a reader would have reckoned down the far left column, where Eusebius used decades from Abraham as a baseline for his universal chronology. Column 1 identifies decades 460 (cccclx) and 470 (cccclxx) with green ink. Column 2 notes the Assyrians (red ink), Column 3 the Jews (black ink), and Column 4 Sikyonian Greeks (red ink). On this folio Column 3 also initiates Eusebius' second objective chronological tally in green ink: the number of years since God's covenant with the seventy-three year-old Abraham. The right hand page in this opening continues with the Argives (black ink) in Column 5, introduces the Athenians (red ink) half way down Column 6, and ends on the far right with the Egyptians (black ink) in Column 7. Like Ptolemy, Eusebius created a universal time by organizing diversity. Unlike the astronomer, however, the chronographer's visual multiplicity followed a plot: Eusebius made seven columns dwindle down to one. To organize time was to structure political power, but to calculate time's passing was to give political power a plot. Just as Isidore had described, Eusebius organized the succession of kingdoms into eras and epochs. As time advanced line-by-line down each page of the Canons, the format gradually simplified: the multi-column two-page spread of separate kingdoms ( Fig. 1.2 ) ultimately devolved into a single column of prose under a single empire, the Roman imperium ( Fig. 1.3 ). Imperial Roman time was not only political but religious. The unity of reckoning achieved through Roman political universality was enumerated with a Christian formula: years from the Incarnation. The Canons made the triumphs of Roman hegemony and of the Incarnation essentially co-terminus. The scribe of our ninth-century copy of the Canons' Latin translation presented this unification symbolically: a bold Christogram stretching from margin to margin (Fig. 1.3) . Eusebius' system of reckoning made time's progress teleological. The succession of years led inevitably to a universal temporal order under Christ and Rome; the Incarnation was the goal of the ancient past and the raison d'etre of the Roman Empire.43
The Structure of the Chronography of George Synkellos
The manner in which astronomers and chronographers arranged and organized the progression of time stemmed from their view of the relationship between past time and the present moment. The tabular grid created by Eusebius for his Canons illustrated a progression from diversity to universality that reflected the contemporary political ideology under his lord, the Emperor Constantine i (r. 306-337). Synkellos did not present his readers with a systematic tabulation of time in an immediately comprehensible visual format. In fact just the opposite: medieval readers of the Chronography looking for ordered synchronicity between past figures and events, as achieved so elegantly by Eusebius, may well have been overwhelmed by the great mass of chronological and historical information compiled by Synkellos, much of it in lists.44 That is, while Eusebius integrated various kingdoms' systems of reckoning, Synkellos separated each kingdom's records into distinct subsections whose dates often did not even match.
Consider the layout of the Chronography in our oldest nearly-complete manuscript, Paris BnF Grec 1764 of the tenth century. The pages in the reproduced image contain Synkellos' discussion of the nineteenth and twentieth Generations of the Patriarchs: those of Abraham's grandfather, Nachor, and his father, Terah (Fig. 1.4 One might expect that each of these groups would contain the kings who were exactly contemporaneous with Nachor and Terah. On the contrary, the chronological information provided by Synkellos is eclectic at best: despite the neat hierarchical appearance of the manuscript (Fig. 1.4) , the actual years covered in each kingdom's short list of rulers do not align with each other. Under "The Egyptians" Synkellos noted rulers for the years am 3117-3315; under "The Assyrians" Synkellos listed rulers for the years am 3216-3403; under "The Sikyonians" Synkellos recorded the reigns of the first Sikyonian-Greek rulers as am 3239-3290; and, finally under "The Thebans" Synkellos ennumerated kings for the years am 3053-3231.
These four lists of rulers do not coordinate for even a single year, and in fact the Thebans and Sikyonians do not even overlap at all: there is an eight-year gap between the last Theban ruler (who died in am 3231) and the first Sikyonian (who ruled from am 3239). It must have been truly cumbersome for the early medieval, no less twenty-first century, reader to make cross-references between lists. Anyone interested in identifying rulers synchronous with Nachor's birth, for instance, would have had to flip back and forth through other entries in the Chronography in order to hunt down all relevant figures. Presuming that the surviving arrangement of the text was both original and intentional, Synkellos' ambivalence suggests that his central argument did not depend on making connections between historical figures.
Let's zoom out from the manuscript page and consider the work as a whole. Since Synkellos never completed his Chronography we cannot be entirely sure of his overall vision for its organization. We are fairly certain that Synkellos originally divided his Chronography into two portions: one leading up to, and 45 At the mention of tangible "dates" by Synkellos, it is tempting to check how "accurate" our author was. Synkellos' dates largely followed what might be called the "Alexandrian school" of chronography, synthesized by the fifth-century chronographer Annianos (see below, pp. 39-40). Comparing these and other efforts would miss the point. In chronography all dates are basic additions and subtractions from "fixed points" (such as the I use the term "epoch" here in its general English sense, "a period of time." The Greek word ἐποχή has the more technical meaning of "a fixed point," which in chronology, astronomy, or computus is the past point from which one calculates years and dates. I use "epoch" to refer to these periods of time because today Byzantine historians conventionally use the term "era" in the technical sense just described (ἐποχή). Thus an "era" refers to a particular dating system that calculated the "Year 1" from a distinct point (odb s.v. "Antiochene Era," "Byzantine Era," or "Alexandrian Era"). Synkellos, for instance, largely adopted the "Minor Alexandrian Era," basing his calculations upon the "fixed point" (ἐποχή) set by the fifthcentury Alexandrian Annianos who dated the Incarnation to March 25th, 5500 (on whom see below, pp. 39-40). 49
To prevent misunderstanding: though Synkellos must have at very least planned his chronicle with something resembling these epochs, he never explicitly referred to them as distinct "sections" of the work. particular figures or events for which it was essential to establish chronological congruence.50 Synkellos' division of the past into four evenly spaced epochs presumed that the past was equally knowable. Synkellos used his first epoch to demonstrate this point explicitly, arguing that time was quantifiable from the first moment of Creation. The years of the first epoch could be tallied just as well as those of the fourth, and so all of time could be analytically divided into overarching historical periods. This agenda perhaps explains Synkellos' ambivalence towards detailed organization, as noted above (Fig. 1.4) .
The division of all time into epochs distinguishes the Chronography from the Canons. Eusebius began the Canons proper at the point when he could compare multiple historical records from Abraham on. Eusebius' temporal system presumed that, for the chronographer, time in the early history of the world was dissolute and amorphous. As it came to be calibrated by fewer and fewer kingdoms, time truly "came together" at the Incarnation; universal time finally emerged with the conjunction of Augustus and Christ.
The first portion of Synkellos' Chronography, his first epoch, covered the ancient period which Eusebius had left unorganized. This portion introduced Synkellos' method and clarified his thesis. I will focus on the method first, and then return to the philosophical basis for his reckoning below. A key premise of Synkellos' approach was the compatibility between traditional chronological methodology and a literal reading of the Septuagint translation of the Hebrew Scriptures. Synkellos linked his use of the Septuagint for chronology to the text's authority as scripture in the tradition of the Greek-speaking Church. Synkellos then turned and sailed into the wind, demonizing the authorities he had just cited: Africanus and Eusebius. The venerable late antique chronographers had attempted to harmonize these same non-Scriptural sources with the Septuagint. At moments of apparent discrepancy they had even abandoned the Septuagint in favor of the other records: they had reneged on their own principles. Africanus and Eusebius were unreliable dissemblers.55 The conclusion is clear: only Synkellos could be consistently relied upon to defend canonical chronology from the definitive text of the Septuagint. The argument had the rhetorical impact of all but equating Synkellos' chronological schema with the canonicity of Holy Scriptures.
This discourse sets Synkellos' Chronography apart: it was not primarily a reference, but an apology for a particular method of chronography. Synkellos was far more bent on proving his authority to order time than on synchronizing the lives of historical figures for his readers to consult, as in the Canons. The Chronography's original titles seem to support this conclusion. "Selection of Chronography" (Ἐκλογὴ χρονογραφίας) and "Abridged Chronography" (Σύντομος Χρονογραφία),56 evoke Synkellos' mode of argumentation via quotation and then refutation.
with a faulty manuscript that stated Methuselah was 187 years old when his son Lamech was born; the more accurate reading is that he was 167 years of age. Adler and Tuffin, Chronography, p. xxix. In the chronicle's first half Synkellos describes his work as a χρονογραφία, the classical Greek term for a chronological record. Not incidentally this is also the term for a method of reckoning in an astronomical treatise (See at 125/M 100). In a presumably intentional linguistic switch Synkellos used the variants Why was Synkellos so eager to make an authoritative claim about time's order? What was the ideological payoff if a reader granted Synkellos' assertions about chronological method? Eusebius had shown a progression in time-from the dissolution of the ancient past, to the clarity of chronology at the Incarnation of Christ under the Romans-to make a connection between Empire and Church. By contrast, Synkellos began his reckoning of time from the very first moment of Creation, which he insisted was a chronological point fully accessible to a chronographer's investigations. Synkellos argued from the same premise as Eusebius-the events of Christ's life were the primary fixed points of chronography-but built up his own unique hypothesis of the Creation as a chronological event.
Synkellos' First-Created Day as a Date
Synkellos argued that since the entire temporal order of the universe stood on the chronological point (ἡ ἐποχή) of Christ's Resurrection, the temporal event of the Creation was knowable. Synkellos' argument is paradoxical, but not illogical. Synkellos held that the Resurrection occurred on the day that in contemporary solar calendars was the twenty-fifth of the Roman month March and the twenty-ninth of the Egyptian month Phamenoth. Synkellos also claimed that in the year the Resurrection occurred (am 5534), this day was marked by the date 1 Nisan, an apparent reference to the Jewish lunar calendar. Near the end of the Chronography, Synkellos succinctly stated the implications of precisely dating the day God rose from the dead:
And after his burial, [Christ] arose on the third day, on 29 Phamenoth, that is 25 March, when the Lord's day, the first day of the week, was dawning, on the eighth day before the Kalends of April, the first day of the first-created Hebrew and Christian month of Nisan, concerning which it was said: 'In the beginning, God created the heaven and the earth' (Gen. 1.1.), and again, 'This is the book of the creation of the heaven and the earth, on which day God created.' (Gen. 2.4)57 χρονογραφεῖον and χρονογράφιον, the koine and Byzantine Greek terms for a chronicle in charts and in the second portion of the text (at 115/M 91; at 118/M 94; at 121/M 96 and at 473/M 396). 57 καὶ ταφεὶς ἀνίσταται τῇ γʹ ἡμέρᾳ, Φαμενὼθ κθʹ ἤτοι Μαρτίου κεʹ, ἐπιφωσκούσης κυριακῆς μιᾶς σαββάτων, πρωὶ καλανδῶν Ἀπριλλίων, αʹ τοῦ πρωτοκτίστου μηνὸς Νισὰν παρ' Ἑβραίοις καὶ Χριστιανοῖς, περὶ ἧς εἴρηται · "ἐν ἀρχῇ ἐποίησεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν γῆν," καὶ πάλιν · "αὕτη ἡ βίβλος γενέσεως οὐρανοῦ καὶ γῆς, ᾗ ἡμέρᾳ ἐποίησεν ὁ θεός" (at 463/M 389).
Note that Synkellos did not restart his sentence when the subject transitioned from the day of the Resurrection to the day of the Creation. He did not even restate the subject noun "day" (ἡ ἡμέρα), but he conjoined a statement about the First-Created Day in am 5534 and the First-Created Day in am 1 with the relative clause "concerning which" (περὶ ἧς); the day was single. If the days were identical, then, according to classical logic, statements about the day of Creation were statements about the day of the Resurrection. If the day of the Creation and the day of the Resurrection was the same day, then March 25 in am 5534 was both the date of the Resurrection, and the date from which the Resurrection was tallied. For Synkellos' Chronography, the Resurrection would be both the premise and the conclusion. Synkellos then went on to argue that Christ's Incarnation-the archangel Gabriel's announcement of the descent of the Holy Spirit into the womb of the Mother of God-had also taken place on the exact same calendrical alignment, the exact same day, in the year am 5500:
We have committed all our labour on this work to demonstrate the premise that this First-Created Day corresponds with the day of the divine proclamation and the miraculous conception of the only-begotten son of God from the holy Virgin; and with the day of the life-bringing Resurrection from the dead, a day which for those made worthy to celebrate it in spirit and truth is both more divine than the other days and the source of all light.58
Synkellos linked three events-the Creation, the Incarnation, and the Resurrection of Christ-with a formulation that is, so far as I can ascertain, unattested before the Chronography: the First-Created Day (ἡ ἁγία πρωτόκτιστος ἡμέρα).59 Synkellos later included a fourth day of divine intervention, bringing the instances of 1 Nisan, 29 Phamenoth, and 25 March to a total of four: (1) the Creation in am 1; (2) the post-Flood drying of the earth in am 2243; (3) the Incarnation of Christ in am 5500; and, (4) the Resurrection of Christ in am 58 Περὶ ταύτης καὶ ἡμῖν ὁ πᾶς τοῦδε τοῦ γράμματος πόνος καταβέβληται, δεῖξαι τὴν αὐτὴν καὶ μίαν πρωτόκτιστον ἡμέραν σύστοιχον τῇ τοῦ θείου εὐαγγελισμοῦ καὶ τῆς ὑπερφυοῦς ἐξ ἁγίας παρθένου συλλήψεως τοῦ μονογενοῦς υἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμέρᾳ καὶ τῇ τῆς ζωοποιοῦ ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστάσεως θεοειδεστέρᾳ καὶ ὁλοφώτῳ τοῖς ἀξίοις ἑορτάζειν αὐτὴν ἐν πνεύματι καὶ ἀληθείᾳ (at 463-464/M 389.20-25). 59
Supported by searches in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (www.tlg.uci.edu). George Monachos, Synkellos' successor in universal chronicling who wrote around the 840s, used the phrase, though it did not play a central role in his conception of time. What does it mean to date the "First-Created Day"? Presumably Synkellos was drawing on the chronographic tradition, and so we dutifully turn to earlier works in the genre. Synkellos presented the Chronography in the tradition of the fifth-century Alexandrian Annianos who had, in turn, positioned himself as heir to Julius Africanus, the third-century godfather of Christian chronography.61 Annianos' calculation of years is nearly the same that we find reproduced in Synkellos, for Annianos reckoned that both the Incarnation and the Creation had occurred on a 25 March, the latter exactly 5500 years after the former.62 Synkellos expressed complete agreement with the calculations of Annianos, reproving Annianos only for his attempt to synchronize the records of Babylonian and Egyptian kings with pre-Flood chronology.63
Synkellos did, however, add to Annianos. His fourth First-Created Day-the earth's drying while Moses was in the Ark in am 2243-was his own invention. In his discussion of this fourth day, Synkellos distanced himself from Annianos' chronological claims in subtle but profound ways. Synkellos specified that all four recurrences of the First-Created Day were not only 25 March and 29 Phamenoth, but also the first day of the week (Sunday) and 1 Nisan.64 In describing this day, Synkellos went beyond the already specific Genesis narrative by adding "lunar days" (κατὰ σελήνην), stating, in particular, that the water subsided on "Luna 12."65 It is not possible, however, for a day to be the moon's Before we attribute these apparent problems to Synkellos' ignorance, note that elsewhere he correctly defined the date of Passover as "the fourteenth of the first month at evening."69 Thus, the contradiction just elucidated does not year later on 1 Nisan the flood waters finally dried up, and exactly one year after embarkation, the Ark was emptied on 27 Iyar (Genesis 8, 13-19). 66
As the Venerable Bede succinctly explained to his students: "Whenever Holy Scripture… indicates a day of the month on which something was said or done, it signifies nothing other than the age of the Moon. The key passage is Exodus 12, 18: "In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month at evening, you shall eat unleavened bread, until the twenty-first day of the month at evening." Nisan was kept generally in the springtime by the occasional addition of a thirteenth lunar month (Adar ii) but ranged across the Roman solar months March, April, and May. It was not until the tenth century that Jewish lunar reckoning was universally "fixed" to the solar calendar so that the first full moon after the vernal equinox always belonged to Nisan. In other words, Synkellos was using a Hebrew solar calendar. Synkellos' calendar has been recognized as a distinct system of reckoning,72 and merits further study in the context of "Romanizing" calendars created and used by various local cultures in Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palestine.73 Synkellos' apparent coordination of multiple calendars to the First-Created Day was, rather, a translation of the date March 25 into three different (but parallel) solar calendars.74
Synkellos' innovative tripartite dating of the First-Created Day was not a claim to chronological synchronization so much as it was a statement of cultural universality. Synkellos' statement of the dates for the First-Created Day played the same unifying role in his conceptualization of time as the visual presentation of the Incarnation did in Eusebius' Canons. If Eusebius used a graphic depiction of the dawn of universal time under Roman rule to show Christian providence coordinated a universal chronology, Synkellos used chronological terminology to state the same idea in regards to his First-Created Day.
The chronographer Annianos does not seem to have employed anything like this concept, and it remains unclear what Synkellos meant by calling this universally dated day "First-Created." We could compare the Chronography with the Byzantine universal chronicle closest in scope and date of composition, the 70 at 8/M 6. 71 at 9-10/M 6-7. 
1941).76
Even if we grant that Synkellos had read this text, the anonymous chronicler's "paschal" focus is very different from his own. The paschal chronicler's achievement was to comprehensively bring together a chronographer's reckoning by annual increments, with a computist's reckoning by solar and lunar cycles. The Chronicon Paschale unlocked the chronological potential of the 19-year lunar cycle, the 28-year solar cycle, and their product the 532-year paschal table, to project days and dates into the past when the sources had not recorded such specificity.77 To this end, the paschal chronicler made precise calculations that relied on a strictly linear conception of time, never stating that days with the same date were in any way the same day.78
Synkellos' First-Created Day as a Concept
Synkellos' idea was unprecedented in chronography: a day that cinched up the linear thread of time like a drawstring, gathering together temporally disparate historical events as though through a loophole in the fabric of time itself. Synkellos had no actual chronological need for his assertion: the thesis that God first set matter in motion on March 25 was not chronologically significant for any of the calculations or synchronizations in the Chronography. The paschal chronicler adhered to a strictly historical and linear time even in the entry for ad 562, at the completion of the first 532-year cycle on a date that was demonstrably the same astronomical day as Christ's resurrection (see Dindorff, Chronicon, p. 684; Whitby and Whitby, Chronicon, pp. 134-135.)
cross-cultural chronology: Synkellos' equation of 25 March, 29 Phamenoth, and 1 Nisan was in fact simply an equivalence of three different, but compatible, solar calendars. As such one would have to presume that those dates would align every year. Synkellos' chronological arguments, such as his dates for Abraham and Moses, were limited to harmonizing the years of various rulers' reigns. Synkellos did not attempt to prove that his dates aligned with celestial events, such as the appearances of comets, and he hardly mentioned days of the week. The idea of the First-Created Day was clearly central to Synkellos' ambitions. The meaning of this phrase, however, remains far from apparent. How might Synkellos have expected his readers to understand his novel formulation? What did it mean?
Work in critical theory has pointed out that generic expectations are communicated from author to reader through a series of cues or references which "make present…the text's presence in the world," a presence shared within the community of author and audience.79 That is, textual cues do not simply alert a reader to a single genre and then step aside: they continue to negotiate with the reader's expectations and so situate the text in relationship to multiple genres.80 Synkellos' project is not entirely comprehensible as pure chronography. If we seek to take Synkellos on his own terms and to trace the experience of his medieval readers, we must follow his generic cues, line by line.
Let us return to the beginning. Synkellos began the Chronography by quoting the Septuagint's first sentence, the instantiating moment of Creation ἐν ἀρχῇ:
In the beginning (ἐν ἀρχῇ) God created the heaven and the earth.81
With his next words, Synkellos provided commentary on his first noun:
The beginning (ἡ ἀρχὴ) of all chronological movement of the visible creation subject to time…82
One reason to begin with the same words as the Septuagint might have been to set up the argument that absolute adherence to the canonical translation set Ibid., pp. 114-123. 81 at 1/M 1. "Ἐν ἀρχῇ ἐποίησεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν γῆν." 82 ἀρχὴ πάσης χρονικῆς κινήσεως τῆς ὑπὸ χρόνον ὁρατῆς κτίσεώς ἐστιν. Ibid., though substituting the more literal "all chronological movement" for Adler and Tuffin's "whole chronological process."
the Chronography on a pedestal of canonicity. In the immediate context, however, Synkellos used the first line from the Book of Genesis to introduce a philosophical discussion and a distinction. Synkellos' prologue argued that, properly speaking, the beginning (ἡ ἀρχὴ) must be temporal, the beginning of matter, of motion and, therefore, by definition, of time. "It is abundantly clear" that "heaven and the earth, the light and the darkness, the spirit and the abyss"-all created matter-came into existence with "the first-created 24-hour day itself…this no one of sound mind will oppose."83 Then:
Moses, the beholder of God, learnt naturally and through divine instruction that it was also the first day of the first month of Nisan and commenced his narrative from it, saying 'In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.' For it is abundantly clear that a day is at the head of every monthly and yearly chronological cycle.84
According to Synkellos, Moses, as the author of Genesis, must have meant the "beginning" of Creation as the beginning of a (solar) calendrical cycle. In his gloss Synkellos avoided discussion of both the equinox and the plenitude of the moon by asserting that, inductively, Moses must have meant time to be reckoned from (solar) 1 Nisan. Synkellos was not concerned with the astronomy or historicity of the matter, but the principle.85 Synkellos added a philosophical proof. If, as had all other chronographers, he were to reckon the beginning of time from the Creation of the moon on the fourth day there would be two beginnings: one "of the heaven and earth earlier in time" and, then, a second, "later, during which the First-Created Day began its existence." This is "opposed to divinely inspired-utterances and to the natural order of things." Creation and time must be co-terminus: "This Holy First-Created Day is incontrovertibly proved to be a chronological beginning."86 What were the stakes in making this claim? 83 πρόδηλον γὰρ ὅτι…ὁ οὐρανὸς καὶ ἡ γῆ καὶ τὸ φῶς καὶ τὸ σκότος τὸ πνεῦμά τε καὶ ἡ ἄβυσσος καὶ αὐτὸ τὸ πρωτόκτιστον νυχθήμερον ὅπερ ἀρχὴ τῆς χρονικῆς κινήσεως πέφυκεν…οὐδεὶς ἀντιφράσοι τῶν εὖ φρονούντων (at 2/M 2). 84 οὗ χάριν καὶ πρώτην τοῦ πρώτου μηνὸς Νισὰν φυσικῶς αὐτὴν καὶ θεοδιδάκτως ὁ θεόπτης Μωϋσῆς παραλαβὼν ἐξ αὐτῆς ἤρξατο τῆς συγγραφῆς λέγων "Ἐν ἀρχῇ ἐποίησεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν γῆν." πρόδηλον γὰρ ὅτι παντὸς μηνιαίου καὶ ἐνιαυσιαίου χρόνου (at 2/M 2). 85
Grumel, Chronologie, pp. 87-88, 95. 86 εἰ γὰρ μὴ τοῦτο δῶμεν, ἔσται μὲν ἄλλη τις ἀρχὴ οὐρανοῦ καὶ γῆς κατὰ τὸν χρόνον πρεσβυτέρα καὶ ἄλλη νεωτέρα, καθ' ἣν ἡ πρωτόκτιστος ἡμέρα τοῦ εἶναι ἤρξατο, ὅπερ ἐναντιοῦται ταῖς θεοπνεύστοις φωναῖς καὶ τῇ φυσικῇ τῶν πραγμάτων ἀκολουθίᾳ. …ἀναγκαίως οὖν ἐκ πάντων δείκνυται χρονικὴ ἀρχή. at 3/M 2.
To my knowledge no previous chronographer had attempted to defend the assertion that the creation of matter on the very first day meant the beginning of time. Christian chronographers and computists ubiquitously began their calculations from the "fourth day," the day on which the Book of Genesis had said God created the sun and the moon.87 Synkellos confidently asserted that no one of sound mind could continue to propose this premise without offending basic logic. This was a cue to Synkellos' readership that his reasoning was based on Aristotle's standard definition of time: while time is not equal to motion, time is the measure of motion.88 By referring to Aristotle in the context of a discussion of the Creation, Synkellos not only grounded his argument in textbook logic, but also placed himself in line with widely accepted philosophical and theological treatises on the world's origins. It is this definition that lends time its universality. As Aristotle put it: "Every change and every motion is in time" (πᾶσα μεταβολὴ καὶ πᾶσα κίνησις ἐν χρόνῳ ἐστίν: Physics 4.14: 223a.14-15 Thus, Synkellos' chronological assertion was in part the harmonization of an accepted philosophical commonplace with the practice of chronography. This conceptual cross-pollination supported the controversial assertion that the beginning of time was coterminous with the creation of matter. In working out his harmonization, Synkellos' chronological rendering of time's beginning went where no philosopher had. As we have seen, Synkellos not only asserted this basic relationship between matter and time, but his First-Created Day was a claim that dates thousands of years apart were a single day. Where did he get this idea, and how did he expect his readers to understand it?
Synkellos' First-Created Day as a Revelation of Grace
Another philosopher-theologian, the fourth-century bishop Basil of Caesarea, known in patristics as one of the three great fourth-century "Cappadocian Fathers," also wrote a work on the Creation, but framed his account, the Hexaemeron, as a series of homilies. 95 In Homily 2 on the phrase "the earth was invisible and unfinished,"96 Basil demonstrated that God was not merely a craftsman who arranged pre-existing matter, but that He created all matter from this first moment, which included the beginning of time.97 Basil located this issue in a discussion of scripture's use of "one day" (ἡμέρα μία) as opposed to the "first day" (πρώτη ἡμέρα).98 Though there was no sun, the point of specifying a twenty-four hour day-and-night period was "in order that through the term it might be related (τὸ συγγενὲς) to eternity."99 Basil turned to an idea strikingly similar to the First-Created Day to explain that this meant the day was both eternal and temporal: "In order that you might carry the idea on to the future life, [Scripture] specifies [this] icon of eternity as "one," the first-fruit (ἀπαρχὴ) of days, equal-in-age to light, the Holy Lord's Day, which has been honored by the resurrection of the Lord."100 Basil's concept is similar to Synkellos' , but still maintained the line between theological typology and historical chronology.101
Basil's choice to communicate these ideas through sermons suggests that Synkellos could also have intended that his First-Created Day invoke the context of liturgical worship. In fact, we have already seen Synkellos make this same generic reference himself. Synkellos did not defend his idea of a First-Created Day mathematically, by providing, for instance, extensive tables charting fiveand-a-half millennia of calendrical cycles. Rather, Synkellos claimed that his knowledge of universal time was a prerogative shared by those who were within the fold of Christian orthodoxy, who were granted access to divine grace. This claim was initially made in the conclusion of his first statement of the thesis:
It is abundantly clear for those deemed worthy of divine grace that the first Pascha of the Lord also began on this holy first-created day.102
Only one "worthy of divine grace" could know or perceive that this alignment of dates occurred on the Holy First-Created Day. Divine grace provided 96 Homily 2: "Περὶ τοῦ ἀόρατος ἦν ἡ γῆ καὶ ἀκατασκεύαστος," in Stanislas Giet, Gabriel foretold the divine conception… on this day also (ἐν ταύτῃ [ἡμέρᾳ] καὶ) the only begotten Son arose from the dead… on this same holy day (κατὰ τὴν αὐτὴν ἁγίαν…ἡμέραν) of the life-bringing Resurrection, the 5534th year from the creation of the universe commenced.103
Synkellos capitalized on the ambiguity of the word day (ἡ ἡμέρα) as both "date" and "present day" in order to make the assertion that when these dates align this is, somehow, a recurring now, "this same holy day." The poetic syntax smooths the conceptual paradox. The concept of a recurring "same holy day" appears in the homilies of John Chrysostom, Patriarch of Constantinople at the turn of the fifth century. Chrysostom's recurring holy day would have been familiar to Constantinopolitan churchmen of the ninth century from copies of his homilies on the feast of the Resurrection.104 In Chrysostom's paschal homilies Christ's Resurrection and the yearly feast celebrating that event partook of the same present moment: This is the very day (Αὕτη ἡ ἡμέρα) on which Adam was freed, on which Eve was released from grief, on which brutal death shuddered, on which the power that burst from the mighty stones was let loose, and the barriers of the tombs which were torn asunder were undone, … on which grew the abundance and fruitfulness of the resurrection, as in the garden inhabited by the race of men, on which the lilies of the newly-illumined were made to spring up… on which the multitude of the Jews was put to shame, on which the ranks of the faithful are made glad, on which the wreaths of the martyrs are made afresh. "This, then, is the day that the Lord has made, let us rejoice and be glad in it."105 In a strictly chronological sense these events did not all occur on the actual date of the Resurrection, for there were as yet no newly-baptized neophytes when Christ exited the tomb, nor were Jews yet feeling any shame. Synkellos, too, put grammar at the service of theology.
At the mention of "the faithful" in the above quotation, a grammatical shift from the past into the present tense occurs without a break in the syntactical cadence (are made glad; are made afresh).106 A historical treatment of Christ's resurrection would render these phrases in a past tense, denoting those faithful to Christ at that time, perhaps the faithful group of disciples huddled in the Upper Room. Chrysostom was well aware that at the Resurrection the martyrs could not yet have testified to their faith. In these temporal contradictions, Chrysostom seems to have sought to enjoin the "ranks of the faithful" gathered with him at the close of the fourth century to consider these acts in the past as part of the present reality. Chrysostom's point was that all of the events he described were called into being by the act of Resurrection. Embedded in the grammar of the rhetorical flourish was the assertion that in the subsequent liturgical life of the church, specifically at the yearly celebration of the Resurrection, these past events existed in a unified present, "this very day."
The church is earthly heaven (ἐπίγειος οὐρανός), in which the heavenly (ἐπουράνιος) God dwells and walks about, typifying (ἀντιτυποῦσα) the crucifixion, burial and resurrection of Christ.111
In the act of performing the liturgy, the celebrants and the people became a part of the whole of salvation history, spanning the Old and New Testaments, as they assembled with the saints in the "kingdom of Christ."112 Τhe priest did not merely contemplate figures and symbols of Christ, but actually entered the heavenly kingdom and divine splendor:
Then the priest, leading everyone into the heavenly Jerusalem, to His holy mountain exclaims: Behold, let us lift up our hearts! …Then the priest goes with confidence to the throne of the grace of God and…speaks to God. He converses…with uncovered face seeing the glory of the Lord… 'one-to-one' he addresses God…contemplating the heavenly liturgy, [he] is initiated even into the splendor of the life-giving Trinity.113
Finally, the congregation was invited to partake of the Eucharist, "so that it might be fulfilled that 'Today I have begotten you' ."114 They join fully in this experience and become "eye-witnesses of the mysteries of God, partakers of eternal life, and sharers in divine nature."115 By this participation in the divine life and reality, In the Ecclesiastical History the "very day" of the Resurrection captured the experience of the eternal present moment of divine life bestowed through grace upon the gathered faithful. The idea that a reality joining earth and heaven was revealed on the basis of faith resonates with Synkellos' claim that on the First-Created Day "the new creation begun in Christ ushered from death to life all those with a correct belief in Him."117 The paradigm in which Synkellos constructed his Chronography is incomprehensible apart from the Ecclesiastical History's ecclesiology. Synkellos claimed that the orthodox believer knew the eternal God through his experience of divine grace in faith. In the same way Moses, not present at the moment of the Creation, could know the date of the creation of the world because of his experience of God's grace. Furthermore, Synkellos too, though not present at the Creation or during Moses' vision, had been "deemed worthy of divine grace" through his correct belief. Synkellos could use authoritative tradition concerning the date of the Incarnation and the Resurrection to interpret Moses' vague statements with chronological exactitude. Synkellos' philosophically and theologically astute vision of time, encapsulated in his First-Created Day, was a claim to objective knowledge of a universal chronology through subjective experience of divine truth.
Conclusion
A chronographer's conception of time was the same as a philosopher's: the measure of motion. Nevertheless, chronographers did not pursue an "objective" or an apolitical tally of time. How could they when the established chronological method was to reckon past time by the successions of 116 Ibid., Sec. 41, pp. 100-101. καὶ συγκαλοῦνται μετὰ προφητῶν καὶ ἀποστόλων καὶ ἱεραρχῶν τῶν χριστιανῶν αἱ ψυχαὶ συνελθεῖν καὶ ἀνακλιθῆναι μετὰ Ἀβραὰμ καὶ Ἰσαὰκ καὶ Ἰακὼβ ἐν τῂ μυστικῇ τραπέζῃ τῆς βασιλείας Χριστοῦ. …οὐκ ἔτι ἐπὶ γῆς ἐσμεν ἀλλ' ἐν τῷ θρόνῳ τοῦ Θεοῦ τῷ βασιλικῷ παρεστηκότες· ἐν οὐρανῷ ὅπου ὁ Χριστός ἐστι. 117 πρωτόκτιστος ἡμέρα τοῦ πρωτοκτίστου μηνὸς ὑπάρχουσα, καθ' ἣν ἡ ἐν Χριστῷ καινὴ κτίσις ἀρξαμένη πάντας εἰς ζωὴν ἐκ θανάτου μετήγαγε τοὺς ὀρθῶς εἰς αὐτὸν πιστεύοντας. at 465/M 390.
kingdoms? So long as chronology meant ordering time according to the rise and fall of kingdoms, every chronographer would find a plot embedded in his methodology. In the post-Constantinian Empire, that historical plot was perforce providential, an imperial providence dominated by the simultaneity of imperial Rome's rise and Christ's birth. Synkellos created an innovative vision of the arc of providence by applying the epistemological implications of the Incarnation to the earliest periods of human history. This essay has argued that his project resulted in a unique conception of time itself. In Synkellos' Chronography time was not only the measure of motion, the ordering of the ages, and the progress of kingdoms, but time also bore witness to the relationship between mankind and Divinity through the experience of its rupture: the past in the present and the present in the past. Synkellos took the theological principle that the Incarnation was the truth event and embraced its chronological paradox in a way no previous Christian chronographer had ever attempted.
How significant was this achievement? Is Synkellos' struggle with the idea that the key to linear time was the intervention of a timeless Divinity also a revelation of "a Byzantine" contemplating man's experience of time in general? Caveats and cautions are easy to muster. Synkellos' system of reckoning never gained widespread currency, whether because of, or in spite of, its sophistication. We have pointed out at length that Synkellos' obscure biography makes it very difficult to understand him as a historical figure. Furthermore, it is unclear whether we should associate Synkellos, his work, and his ideas with Constantinople or with the intellectual milieu of Greek learning outside the Roman Empire. If Synkellos is "byzantine," how are we defining Byzantium? Does Synkellos, if he permits us any generalities, in fact tell us something about Syria-Palestine whence he gathered much of his material and perhaps received his intellectual formation?118
Even if we are left with only these ambiguities and the marvel of the surviving text, it is impossible to ignore Synkellos' authorial voice. Synkellos' allencompassing goal was to defend and promote his chronological thesis time: the movement of matter from the moment of creation ἐν ἀρχῇ.119 Second, knowledge of the earliest period of time was possible, but only via the inspired scriptures as interpreted by those with access to a supra-temporal divine grace, itself accessible through the liturgical worship of the Church. There "those deemed worthy" experienced the Creation, the Incarnation, and the Resurrection of Christ as the ever-present "life-giving Trinity." The Chronography of George Synkellos aimed to prove that a true reckoning of all time, the entire past and present, unfolded from a Holy First-Created Day of and for the People of God, the Church of Christ. Several years ago the medievalist Rosamond McKitterick suggested that to "examine time and its functions in the early middle ages may yield something very specific about the perception of the past, present, and even future on the part of any group."120 Thus, it may not be too grandiose to claim that in the foregoing discussion we have glimpsed an early medieval culture actively thinking about time in terms of the experience of worship, even as it held to a rigorous philosophical and historical time. In this way can George Synkellos serve as a homo byzantinus set to thinking about the nature and meaning of time? 121 Having made an effort to underscore Synkellos' creativity, it seems disingenuous to argue that we should make a generalization out of him. Synkellos, however, is not the only character in this story. George Synkellos created an ecumenical and therefore canonical measure of time that gave present meaning to the past, to knowledge of the stars, planets, the successions of kings, and the very temporal progression of the universe from the celestial to the quotidian. He claimed time universal and eternal for the Church of Constantinople where all was in the present as it was in the beginning and ever would be. For Synkellos, to experience God was to know time unto the ages of ages. If Synkellos intended his readers to follow his hypothesis of the First-Created Day, then it is in the cultural logic attributed to these imagined Byzantines that we can posit our larger cultural group. Synkellos may not have been a homo byzantinus, but he was writing for one. 
